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propagationor survivalof thespecies
and/orfor incidentaltakein connection
with otherwiselawful activities.

NationalEnvironmentalPolicy Act

The Fish andWildlife Servicehas
determinedthat anEnvironmental
Assessment,asdefinedunderthe
authorityof theNationalEnvironmental
Policy Act of 1969,neednot be prepared
in connectionwith regulationsadopted
pursuantto section4(a) ofthe
EndangeredSpeciesActof 1973.as
amended.A noticeoutlining the
Servicesreasonsfor this determination
waspublishedin theFederalRegisteron
October25, 1983 (40 FR 49244).
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The primary authorof this proposed
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100Otis Street,Room 224.Asheville,
NorthCarolina28801 (704/259—0321or
FTS672—0321).

List of Subjectsin 50 CFR Part17

Endangeredandthreatenedspecies,
Fish,Marinemammals,Plants
(agriculture).

RegulationPromulgation

Accordingly,part 17, subchapterB of
chapterI, title 50of the Codeof Federal
Regulations.is amendedassetforth
below:

PART 17—EAMENDEDJ

1. Theauthoritycitation for part17
continuesto readasfoflows:

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361—1407; 16 U.S.C.
1531—1543: 16 U.S C. 4201—4245; Pub. L. 99—
625, 100 Stat. 3500: unless otherwise noted.

2. Amend § 17.11(h)by addingthe
following, in alphabeticalorderunder
CLAMS, to the List of Endangeredand
ThreatenedWildlife:

§ 17.11 Endangered and threatened
wlldlde.

(h)* * *

Dated: September 13. 1989.
Richard N. Smith.
ActingDirector,Fish and Widlifp Serz’jce.

IFR Doc. 89—22847 Filed 9—27—89: 8:45 am(
BIWNO CODE 4310- 55-U

50 CFR Part 17

fIN 1018-AB 23

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Determination of
Endangered Status for Rhus Mlchauxil
(Michaux’s Sumac)

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service.
hiterior.

ACTION: Final rule.

Georgia,to beanendangeredspecies
undertheauthority of theEndangered
SpeciesAct of 1973.asamended(Act).
lihus michouxilis endangeredby
suppressionof fire, conversionof
habitatfor silvicultureandagriculture,
industrialandresidentialdevelopment,
highwayconstructionand
improvements,hybridizationwith other
species,andgeographicisolationof
small, single-sexpopulations.This
actionimplementsFederalprotection
providedby theAct for Rhusmichauxil.

EFFECTIVE DATE: October 30, 1909.

ADDRESSES: The completefile for this
rule is availablefor inspectionby
appointment,duringnormalbusiness
hoursat the U.S. FishandWildlife
Service,100 Otis Street,Room 224,
Asheville,NorthCarolina28801.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT’~
Ms. NovaMurdock, at theaboveaddress
(704/259—0321or P1’S 672—0321).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Rhus inichauxii, describedby C. S.
Sargent(1895)from materialcollectedin
NorthCarolina,is arhizomatousshrub.
It is sometimescalled“false poison
sumac”becauseof its superficial
resemblanceof Rhusvernix.Theerect
stemsgrow from 0.2 to 0.4 meterin
height,andthe entireplant is densely
pubescent.The narrowlywingedor
winglessrachissupports9 to 13 sessile.
oblongto oblong-lanceolateleafletsthat
areeach4 to 9 centimeteslong, 2 to 5
centimeterswide,andacuteto
acuminate.The basesof the leafletsare
rounded,andtheiredgesaresimply or
doubly serrate.Floweringin this
dioeciousspeciesoccursin June.The
small flowersarebornein aterminal,
erect,densecluster,with eachonebeing
four- to five-partedandgreenish-yellow
to white. The fruit, whiuh is ared,

Species
———-

.

Common name Scientific name
Historic range

Vertebrate
)pUlattOfl When
where Status listed

endangered or
threatened

Critical
habitat

Special
rules

CLAMS

Pearly mussel, cracking Hem,stena( Lastena) lata . U.S.A. (AL, IL, IN, KY, OH, TN, and VA) .... NA E 365 NA NA

SUMMARY: The Service determinesRhus
michauxil(Michaux’s sumac),a
diocciousshrublimited to 16
populationsin NorthCarolina and
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denselyshort-pubescentdrupe,5to 6
millimetersbroad,is borneon female
plantsfrom Augustto September
(Radfordeta!. 1964,Coopereta!. 1977,
Sargent1895). Rhusmichauxildiffers
from othersimilarspeciesof thegenus
by its shortstature,denseoverall
pubescence,andevenlyserrateleaflets.

Rhusmichauxilis a speciesendemic
to the innercoastalplainandlower
piedmontof NorthCarolina,South
Carolina,andGeorgia,whereit is
currentlyknown from15 locationsin
NorthCarolinaand1 locationin
Georgia.Thespeciesoccursin sandyor
rocky openwoods,perhapsin
associationwith basicsoils (Cooperet
ci. 1977), andappearsto be dependent
uponsomeform of disturbanceto
maintainthe openquality of its habitat.
Artificial disturbances,suchasrailroad
andhighwayright-of-waymaintenance,
aremaintainingsomeof theopenings
historically providedby naturally
occurringperiodicfires. Thirty-two
populationsof Rhusmichauxilhave
beenreportedhistorically from 23
countiesin NorthCarolina,South
Carolina,andGeorgia.Sixteenof these
populationsremainin existencein North
CarolinaandGeorgia.Thefollowing is a
summaryof themostcurrent
information for this species.

Georgia: Five populationswere
reportedhistorically in theStatefrom
thecountiesof Cobb,Newton,Rabun,
Columbia,andElbert.Only theElbert
County populationis known to remain,
with just four plantssurviving.Thesite
is on landownedby the U.S. Army
Corpsof Engineers,leasedto the
GeorgiaDepartmentof Natural
Resourcesaspart of theBoardRiver
Wildlife ManagementArea (T. Patrick,
GeorgiaHeritageInventory, personal
communication,19o8).TheNewton
Countypopulationis believedto have
beendestroyedduringtheconstruction
of awatertower. Causesfor the
disappearanceof thepopulationsin
Rabun,Cobb,andColumbiaCounties
arenotknown.

SouthCarolina. Two populations
werereportedhistorically from Florence
andKershawCounties.Although
extensivesearcheshavebeenconducted
in theseareasandotherareasof
potentiallysuitablehabitat,thespecies
is believedto havebeenextripatedfrom
theState.

North Carolina: Rhusmichauxiiwas
onceknown to occurat 25 sitesinihis
State.Thespecieshasbeenextirpated
at 10 of theselocalities,with the causes
for extirpationbeinglargely unknown.
Onepopulationis believedto havebeen
extirpatedin eachof the following
counties,Orange,Wake,Wilson,
Robeson,Moore.Lincoln. Franklin,

Durham,Mechlenberg,andHoke.The
distributionof the15 extantpopulations
by countyis asfollows. Three
populationsremainin Hoke County.
Oneof thesesites,with severalhundred
femaleplants,is privatelyowned;
another,with 23 plants,is locatedon Ft.
BraggMilitary Reservationandis
ownedby theU.S. Departmentof
Defense;andthe third, aseverely
disturbedsite whereonly fourplants
remain,is partially in privateownership
andpartiallyownedby theNature
Conservancy.

Six populationsoccurin Richmond
County.Oneof these(consistingof 2
plants)is privatelyowned,and4 (3 with
lessthan50 plantseachandonewith
137 plants)arelocatedon land
administeredby the NorthCarolina
Wildlife ResourcesCommissionaspart
of the SandhillsGamelandsThesixth
population,with only eight plants,is on
Ft.BraggMilitary Reservation,owedby
theU.S. Departmentof Defense,

Two populationsoccurin Scotland
Countyon the SandhillsGamelands,
whichareadministeredby theNorth
CarolinaWildlife Resources
Commission.Bothof thesepopulations
arelarge,with1 coveringan areaof 76
metersby 137 meters.but containing
only femaleplants.Theotherconsistsof
300 to 400maleplants.

Onepopulationsurvivesin eachof the
following counties:Franklin,Davie,
Robeson,andWake.TheFranklin
Countypopulationis privatelyowned
andcontainsover250 plantsof both
sexes.TheDavie Countypopulation,
alsoin privateownership,consistsof
about30 plantscoveringa0.9-meter
squarearea.TheRobesonCounty
population,in privateownership,
consistsof severalhundredmaleplants.
TheWakeCountypopulation,ownedby
the City of Raleigh,consist8of 279
plantsof both sexes.

Manyof thesepopulationsarein
vulnerablelocations,suchashighway
rights-of-wayoron theedgesof plowed
fields. Thosethatarenot adjacentto
somemaintainedopeningor thatarenot
exposedto periodic disturbanceare
endagneredby naturalsuccession.

OnDecember15, 1980, theService
publishedarevisednoticeof reviewfor
nativeplants,in theFederalRegister(45
FR82480);Rhusmichauxilwasincluded
in that noticeasacategory1 species.
Category1 speciesarethosefor which
the Servicepresentlyhassufficient
informationon handto supportthe
biological appropriatenessof theirbeing
listedasendangeredor threatened
species.Subsequentrevisionsof the
1980noticehavemaintainedRhus
michauxil in cagegory1.

OnJanuary6,1989, theService
publishedin theFederalRegister(54FR

441) aproposalto list Rhusmichauxiias
anendangeredspecies.

Summaryof Commentsand
Recommendations

In theJanuary6, 1989,proposedrule
andassociatednotifications,all
interestedpartieswererequestedto
submitfactualreportsor information
thatmight contributeto thedevelopment
of a final rule. AppropriateState
agencies.countygovernments.Federal
agencies,scientificorganizations,and
otherinterestedpartieswerecontacted
andrequestedto comment.Newspaper
noticesinviting public commentwere
publishedin the “Athens News”
(Athens,Georgia)on January28,1989.in
the “FayettevilleTimes” (Fayetteville,
NorthCarolina)on January28, 1989,and
in the“RaleighNewsandObserver”
(Raleigh,NorthCarolina)on January29,
1989.

Elevencommentswerereceived.Of
these,sevenrespondentsexpressed
supportfor the proposal,including the
NaturalHeritageProgramof the North
CarolinaDepartmentof Natural
ResourcesandCommunity
Development,thePlantConservation
Programof theNorth Carolina
DepartmentofAgriculture, theGeorgia
andSouthCarolinaStateoffices ofThe
NatureConservancy,the Corpsof
Engineers(Wilmington District), the
GeorgiaDepartmentof Natural
Resources,andtheWorld Conservation
Monitoring Centre.Theremainingfour
commentsofferedadditional
informationbut statedno positionon
theproposal.All of thenewinformation
suppliedby these11 commentshasbeen
incorporatedinto appropriatesections
of thefinal rule.

Summaryof FactorsAffecting the
Species

After athoroughreviewand
considerationof all information
available,theServicehasdetermined
thatRhusznichauxiishould beclassified
asanendangeredspecies.Procedures
foundat section4(a)(1)of the
EndangeredSpeciesAct (16U.S.C.1531
et seq.)andregulations(50 CFRpart
424) promulgatedto implementthe
listing provisionsof theAct were
followed. A speciesmaybe determined
to beendangeredor threateneddueto
oneor moreof the five factorsdescribed
in section4(a)(1).Thesefactorsand
their applicationto Rhusmichauxll
Sargent(Michaux’ssumac)areas
follows:
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A. ThePresentor Threatened
Destruction.Modification,or
Gurtailinentofits Habitator Range

Rhusmichczuxi.ihasbeenand
continuesto be endangeredby
destructionoradversealterationof its
habitat.Sincediscoveryof thespecies,
50 percentof theknownpopulations
havebeenextirpated.partlyasaresult
of conversionof habitat for silvicultural
andagriculturalpurposesandfor
industrialandresidentialdevelopment.
Fire suppressionappearsto bea
problemfor this speciesandwill be
discussedin detailunderFactorE
below.Of the18 populationsthathave
beenextirpated,1 is known to have
beeneliminatedby industrial
developmentand1 by conversionof the
site to pine plantation.Causesfor
extirpationof theothersareunknown.
Manyof theremainingpopulationsare
on theedgesof highwayorrailroad
rights-of-wayorcultivatedfields.
Fourteenof the16 remaining
populationsarecurrentlythreatenedby
habitatalteration.

In additionto themajorthreatslisted
above,thosepopulationson military
landarepotentiallythreatenedby
mechanizedmilitary trainingactivities.
Althoughthis hasnot beena
documentedproblemfor this species
thus far, someof the smallsites
occupiedby thespeciescouldeasilybe
destroyedby heavy,trackedvehicles
suchastanks.Nontheless,populations
probablypersiston military landsand
Stategamelandswheretheyhavenot
survivedon adjacentprivatelyowned
landbecauseof theprescribedburning
programsof theDefenseDepartment
andtheNorthCarolinaWildlife
ResourcesCommission,andperiodic
firesincidentalto military training(J.
Carter,NorthCarolinaStateUniversity,
personalcommunication,1987;J. Moore,
NorthCarolinaNaturalHeritage
Program,personalcommunication,
1987).Activities associatedwith
intensivetimbermanagementon
publicly ownedland,suchastimber
harvesting,roadbuilding. and
converswn~ habitatto pine plantation,
if donein a mannernot consistentwith
theprotectionof Rhusmichauxii
populations,couldadverselyaffect the
species,ashasbeenthecaseon private
landsin thepast.

B. Overutiizationfor Commercial,
Recreational,Scientific,or Educational
Purposes

Rhusmichauxilis not currentlya
significantcomponentof thecommercial
tradein nativeplants.However,
becauseof its smallandeasily
accessiblepopulations,it is vulnerable

to takingandvandalismthat could

resultfrom increasedpublicity.

C. Diseaseor Predation.

Notapplicableto this speciesat this
time.
D. Theinadequacyof Existing
RegulatoryMechanisms

Rhusmichouxilis affordedlegal
protectionin NorthCarolinaby North
CarolinaGeneralStatutes,§ 106—202.12
to 106—202.19(Cum. Supp.1985),which
provide for protectionfrom intrastate
trade(without apermit) andfor
monitoringandmanagementof State-
listed species,andwhichprohibit taking
of plantswithout written permissionof
landowners.Rhusmichauxil is listedin
NorthCarolinaasendangeredandof
specialconcern(Sutteret oL 1983).The
speciesis recognizedin SouthCarolina
asextirpatedin theStateandof
nationalconcernby theSouthCarolina
Advisory Committeeon Rare,
threatened,andEndangeredPlantsin
SouthCarolina;however,thisState
offersno official protection.Thespecies
is not listedby theStateof Georgia
whereit wasthoughtto havebeen
extirpateduntil veryrecently.State
prohibitionsagainsttakingaredifficult
to enforceanddo not coveradverse
alterationsofhabitats,suchasexclusion
of fire. TheEndangeredSpeciesAct
would provide additionalprotectionand
encouragementof active management
for RhusmichouxiL

E. OtherNatural or ManmadeFactors
Affectingits ContinuedExistence

As mentionedin the“Background”
sectionof this rule, manyof the
remainingpopulationsaresmall in
numbersof individual stemsandin area
coveredby theplants.Of the 16
remainingpopulations,9 havelessthan
100plants,with 3 of thesecontaining
lessthanadozenplantseach.The
rhizomatousnatureof thespecies
indicatesthat therearemanyfewer
individual plantsin existencethanstern
countswould indicate,In addition,only
two of theremainingpopulations
containboth maleandfemaleplants.
Thedioeciousnatureof thespecies
further increasesthevulnerabilityof
extremelysmallpopulationswhere
plantsof only onesexremain.Existing
conditionsat mostof theoccupiedsites
areindicativeof low geneticvariability
within populations,whichmakesit more
important to maintainasmuchhabitat
andasmanyof theremainingcolonies,
particularlythosecontainingboth sexes,
aspossible.TheNorth CarolinaNatural
HeritageProgram’sresponseto the
proposedrule statedthat,becauseof the
clonalnatureof this speciesandthe

scarcityof populationscontainingboth
maleandfemaleplants,theremaining
“populations”may actuallyconsistof
only abouttwo dozengenetic
individuals; “consideringthe profound
threatsto its habitatandthat the total
remainingpopulationof Michaux’s
sumacis almostcertainly belowfifty, a
strongercasefor,Federallisting can
hardlybemade.”The NorthCarolina
PlantConservationProgram’sresponse
echoedthis assessmentof thespecies’
statusandstatedfurther thatRhus
michauxiiis oneof the * * most
endangeredspeciesin NorthCarolina
* * ~“ and “ * * is severelythreatened
by suppressionof fire, development,and
geographicisolationof singlesex
populations.”

Anotherpotentialthreatto this
species,particularlyin populations
whereonly afewplantsremain, is
hybridizationwith sympatricspecies
suchasRhusgiabraandRhuscopallina.
1-lardinandPhillips (1985)documented
theexistenceof an intermediateform
betweenRhusglabra andRhus
michauxiiin at leasttwo sites from
whichR.husmichauxiihadbeen
reported.Muchremainsunknownabout
thedemographicsandreproductive
requirementsof this species.Fire or
someothersuitableform of distrubance,
suchasmowingorcarefulclearing,
appearsto beessentialfor maintaining
theopenhabitatpreferredby Rhus
michauxiLWithout suchperiodic
disturbance,this typeof habitatis
graduallyovertakenandeliminatedby
theshrubsandtreesof theadjacent
woodlands.As thewoodyspecies
increasein heightanddensity,they
overtoptheRhusmichouxil.which is
shade-intolerant.Thecurrent
distributionof thespeciesis ample
evidenceof its dependenceon
disturbance.Of the18 remaining
populations,11 areon roadsidesor in
the edgesof artificallymaintained
clearings.Two othersarein areasthat
havebeenexposedto periodicfire,
anotheris in anaturalopeningon the
rim of aCarolinabay(shallow,elliptical
depressionof unknownoriginj; the
remainingtwo arein woodedsitesand
aredeclining in vigor (J.Moore, personal
communication,1988;T. Patrick,
personalcommunication,1988).

The Servicehascarefullyassessedthe
bestscientificandcommercial
informationavailableregardingthepast,
present,andfuturethreatsfacedby this
speciesin determiningto makethis rule
final, Basedon this evaluation,the
preferredactionis to list Rhus
michouxii asendangered.With half of
the species’populationsalreadyhaving
been~‘Jiniinatedandonly 16 remaining
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in existencefwith mostof thesebeing
verysmall in sizeandcontainingplants
of only onesex),andbaseduponits
dependenceon someform of active
management,it warrantsprotection
u’uler the Act. Endangeredstatusseems
appropriatebecauseof theimminent
seriousthreatsfacingmostpopulations.
As statedby Hardin andPhillips (1985).
“Rhus michauxii is apparentlyon the
vergeof extinction * * .‘~Critical
habitat is not beingdesignatedfor the
reasonsdiscussedbelow.

Critical Habitat

Section4(a)(3)of theAct requires.to
themaximumextentprudentand
determinable,thattheSecretary
designatecritical habitatat the time a
speciesis determinedto be endangered
or threatened.TheServicefinds that
designationofcritical habitat is not
prudentfor Rhasmichauxiiat this tune.
As discussedunderFactorB in the
“Summaryof FactorsAffecting the
Species”section,Rhusrnichauxiiis
vulnerableto taking, anactivity difficult
to enforceagainstandonly regulatedby
the Act with respectto plantsin casesof
(1) removalandreductionto possession.
of listedplantsfrom landsunderFederal
jurisdiction, or their maliciousdamage
or destructionon suchlands;and(2)
remo~a!. cutting.diggingup. or
damagingordestroyingin knowing
violationof any Statelaw orregulation.
including Statecriminaltrespasslaw.
Such provisionsaredifficult to enforce,
andpublicationof critical habitual
descriptionsandmapswould make
Rhu~michauxiimorevulnerableand
would increaseenforcementproblems.
All involvedpartiesandprincipal
landownershavebeennotifiedof the
locationsandimportanceof protecting
this species.Protectionof this species’
habitatwill beaddressedthroughthe
recovc.ryprocessandthroughthe
Section7jeopardystandard.Therefore.
it ~uuld not beprudentto determine
critical habitat for Rhusmichouxil.

AvailableConservationMeasures

Co~iservationmeasuresprovidedto
SOCCICS listedasendangeredor
threatenedundertheEndangered
SpeciesAct includerecognition,
recoveryrecoveryactions,requirements
for Federalprotection,andprohibitions
againstcertainpractices.Recognition
throughlistingencouragesandresultsin
conservationactionsby Federal.State,
andprivateagencies,groups.and
individuals. TheEndangeredSpecies
Act providesfor possibleland
acquisitionandcooperationwith the
Statesandrequiresthatrecovery
actionsbecarriedout for all listed
species.Such actionsareinitiatedby the

• Servicefollowing Listing. Theprotection
requiredof Federalagenciesandthe
prohibitionsagainstcertainactivities
involving listed plantsarediscussed,in
part, below.

Section7(a) of the Act, asamended,
requiresFederalagenciesto evaluate
their actionswith respectto anyspecies
that is proposedor listedasendangered
or threatenedandwith respectto any
critical habitat.Regulations
implementingthis interagency
cooperationprovisionof theAct are
codifiedat 50 CFR part402.Section
7(a)12) requiresFederalagenciesto
ensurethatacth’itiestheyauthorize.
fund,orcarry out arenot likely to
jeopardizethecontinuedexistenceof
sucha speciesor to destroyor adversely
modify its critical habitat.if aFederal
actionmayaffecta listedspeciesor its
criticalhabitat, theresponsibleFederal
agencymustenterinto formal
consultationwith theService.

TheU.S. Departmentof Defensehas
jurisdiction overportionsof this species’
habitat.Federalactivitieson theseand
otherFederalandprivatelandsthat
couldimpactRhusniichauxii andits
habitat in thefutureinclude,but arenot
limited to, thefollowing: silvicultural
activities, including timberharvesting
andconversionof sites to pine
plantationsby meansof mechanicalsite
preparation:mechanizedmilitary
trainingoperations;recreational
development:powerline construction
andcertaintypesof maintenance/
improvements;highwayconstruction
andcertaintypesof maintenance!
improvements;andpermitsfor mineral
explorationandmining.TheServicewill
work with theinvolvedagenciesto
secureprotectionandproper
managementof Rhusrnichowiii while
accommodatingagencyactivities to the
extentpossible.

TheAct andits implementing
regulationsfoundat 50 CFR17.61,17.62,
and17.63 setforth aseriesof general
tradeprohibitionsandexceptionsthat
apply to all endangeredplants.With
respectto Rio’s michauxii, all trade
prohibitionsof section9(a)(2)of theAct,
implementedby 50 CFR17.61,apply.
Theseprohibitions,in part. makeit
illegal for anypersonsubjectto the
jurisdiction of theUnitedStatesto
import orexportthe species.transportit
in interstateor foreign commercein the
courseof commercialactivity, sell or
offer it for satein interstateor foreign
commerce,or removeandreducethe
speciesto possessionfrom areasunder
Federaljurisdiction.In addition,the
1988amendments(Pub.L. 100-478Jto
theAct prohibit themaliciousdamage
ordestructionof listedplantson Federal

lands,andtheremoval,cutting, digging
up. or damagingor destroyingof these
plantsin knowingviolationof any State
law orregulation,includingState
criminal tresspasslaw. Certain
exceptionsapplyto agentsof the
ServiceandStateconservation
agencies.TheAct and50 CFR 17,82and
17.63 alsoprovide for theissuanceof
permits to carryout otherwise
prohibitedactivitiesinvolving
endangeredspeciesundercertain
c~rcurnstances.It is anticipatedthat few
tradepermits would everbesoughtor
issued,sinceRhusmichauxii is not
commonin cultivation or in thewild.
Requestsfor copiesof theregulationson
plantsandinquiriesregardingthem may
beaddressedto theOffice of
ManagementAuthority, U.S. Fich and
Wildlife Service.P.O.Box 3507,
Arlington. Virginia 22203 (703/358—2104).

NationalEnvironmentalPolicy Act

The FishandWildlife Servicehas
determinedthatanEnvironmental
Assessment,asdefinedunderthe
authorityof theNationalEnvironmental
PolicyAct of 1969, neednot beprepared
in connectionwith regulationsadopted
pursuantto section4(a)of the
EndangeredSpeciesAct of 1973, as
amended.A noticeoutlining the
Service’sreasonsfor this determination
waspublishedin theFederalRegisteron
October25. 1983 (48FR 49244).
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List of Subjectsin 50 CFRPart17 Regulations,is amendedassetforth 2. Amend § 17.12(h)by addingthe

Endangeredandthreatenedspecies,
Fish,Marinemammals,Plants
(agriculture).

below:

PART 17—4AMENDEDI

following, in alphabeticalordersto the
List of EndangeredandThreatened
Plants:

RegulationPromulgation
1. Theauthoritycitation for part17

continuesto readasfollows:
§ 17.12 Endangered andthreatened
pIan~.

Accordingly, part17, subchapterB of
chapterI, title 50 of theCodeof Federal

Authority: 16 tJ.S.C.1361—1407;16 U.S.C.
1531—1543; 16 U.S.C.4201—4245;Pub.L. 99—
625, 100 Stat.3500; unlessotherwisenoted.

* * * *

(h) * * *

Species
Historic range

Commonname
When Critical Special

Status listed habitat rules
Scientific name

• Anacardiaceae—Cashewfamily
Rhus michaux,, Micflaux’s sumac U.S.A. (NC, SC, GA) E 366 NA NA

Dated:September13,1989.
RichardN. Smith,
ActingDirector, FishandWildlife Service.
[FR Doc.89—22848Filed9-27—89;8:45 am)
BIWNG CODE 4310-55-N

50CFR Part 17

RIN 1018-AB23

Endangeredand ThreatenedWildlife
and Plants; Determination of
Threatened Statusfor Eastern and
Western Prairie Fringed Orchids

AGENCY: FishandWildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The U.S. FishandWildlife
ServicedeterminesPlatanthera
leucophaea(Easternprairie fringed
orchid), andPiatantherapraeclara
(Westernprairiefringedorchid) to be
threatenedspeciesunderauthorityof
theEndangeredSpeciesAct (Act) of
1973, asamended.Both specieshave
beenextirpatedthroughoutmuchof
their formerrangesby conversionof
habitat for cropfields, grazing, intensive
andcontinuoushaymowing,drainage,
fire protectionactivities,andsubsequent
declineof prairiehabitat.P. leucophaea
remainsextantin approximately52
populationsin sevenStatesandtwo
CanadianProvinces;however,manyof
thesearesmall, unprotected,and
unmanagedpopulations.P.praeclczra
remainsextantin about37populations
in sevenStatesandoneCanadian
Province;manyof thesearesmall hay
meadowpopulations.whereplantsare
annuallycroppedbeforeseedsare
dispersed.This sectionwill implement
Federalprotectionprovidedby theAct
for PlatontheraleucophaeaandP.
praeclara.

DATE: Effective dateof thisrule is
October30. 1989.
ADDRESS: Thecompletefile for this rule
is availablefor inspectionby
appointmentduringnormalbusiness
hoursat theService’sRegionalOffice of
EndangeredSpecies,FederalBuilding.
Fort Snelling,Twin Cities,Minnesota
55111.
FOR FURThER INFORMATION CONTACT:
JamesM. Engel,EndangeredSpecies
Coordinatorat theaboveaddress(612/
725—3276or FTS725—3276).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Background

Theprairie fringedorchids,
PlatantherciieucophaeaandP.
praeclaraarecloselyrelatedmembers
of theorchidfamily andarereferredto
asaspeciespair (SheviakandBowles
1986). Prior to descriptionof P.
proeclarathetwo specieswere
consideredasP. ieucophaeci,with a
total rangeincluding 21 statesandtwo
provinces(Correll 1950, Luer1975).Their
joint distributionpatternextendsfrom
Oklahomanorth to Manitoba,andeast
in anarrowingpeninsulathroughthe
GreatLakesstatesto Maine.
Populationsalsorangewestward
throughNebraskain groundwater
maintainedhabitats.P.Jeucophoea
occursprimarily eastof the Mississippi
River, while P.praeciara is restrictedto
westof theMississippi (Sheviakand
Bowles1986).Both speciesrequirefull
sunlightandusually inhabit tall grass
calcareoussilt loam or subirrigated
sandprairies.In theeast,P. leucophaca
alsooccupiescalcareouswetlands.
including openportionsof fens,sedge
meadows,marshes,andbogs(Bowles
1983).

Theprairiefringedorchidsare
perennialherbswhichregeneratefrom a
fusiformtuberrootstock.Their tubers

aredormantduring winterandthusare
adaptedto dormantseasonprairiefires;
suchfiresandhigh precipitationlevels
appearto promoteflowering(Sheviak
1974, RoosaandEilers1979, Bowles
1983,Currier1984).Leavesandan
inflorescence(if flower primordiawere
settheprioryear)usuallyemergein
May, andfloweringbeginsby lateJune
to earlyJuly. Thesespeciesare
characterizedby largewhite flowers
(thelargestin thegenus)arrangedin an
inflorescencethatmayreach12
decimeters(47inches)high with up to 40
flowers.Theflowersarefragrantafter
sunsetandadaptedto pollination by
nightflying hawkmothswhich ingesta
high volumenectarresourcefrom long
nectarspurs(Bowles1983).Pollination
is requiredfor seedproduction,while
seedlingestablishmentdependsupon
developmentof mycorrhizaewith a
favorablesoil inhabitingfungus
(reviewedin Bowles1983).Differences
in flower structuresandpollination
mechanicsserveto isolatethespecies
fromhybridization; thesefeaturescan
beusedto identify living or preserved
specimens(SheviakandBowles1986).
The westernspecieshaslargerflowers
adaptedto placingpollinia (pollen
masses)on thecompoundeyesof
visiting pollinatorsIn contrast,the
easternspeciesplacespollinia on the
proboscisof visiting moths.

PlatantheraIeucophaeahasdeclined
over70 percentfrom original county
recordsandnow hasabout52 extant
populationsin sevenstates.Primarily
dueto thedestructionof large
grasslandseastof theMississippiRiver,
extremelylargeorextensivepopulations
of this orchid do not exist in theUnited
States.In Canada,12 populationsare
knownfrom fensandprairiesin 12
Ontariocounties;onefen populationis
estimatedat 2000plants(Brownell1984).
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